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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, All F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 
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Claims 1-38 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-68 of U.S. Patent No. 6,664,969. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because the 
features of claims 1-38 of the application are contained in claims 1-68 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,664,969. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 13-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claims contain subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The features "comparing the first 
block to the subsequent/second block, ....how many subsequent blocks equal the first block /if 
the first and second block are not equal* is critical or essential to the practice of the invention, 
but are not found in the specification. The specification only recites comparing the hash code of 
the first block to that of the second block to find if they are equal, but not disclose comparing the 
first block with the second or subsequent block to find if they are equal. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-2, 5-11, 25-26, 30-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Schauser (U.S. Patent No. 6,331,855). 

As per claim 1, Schauser teach a method for transmitting video graphics data (Fig. 5), 
comprising: 

dividing a screen into a number of blocks, the blocks having contents (dividing into 
portions, subregions or tiles); 

periodically reading the contents of each one of the blocks (by polling the portions, 
subregions/tiles); 

computing a unique value for a first block based on the contents (computing the 
checksum of the portion); 

comparing the unique value for the first block to a previously computed unique value 
corresponding to the first block (checksum is then compared to a previously computed checksum 
for the same portion); and 

transmitting the contents of the first block if the unique value for the first block is 
different from the previously computed unique value corresponding to the first block (forwarded 
to a remote computer) (col 5, lines 6-35). 

As per claim 2, Schauser further storing the unique value for the first block in a table if 
the unique values are different (col. 5, lines 22-23); and comparing the unique value of the first 
block to a unique value corresponding to a preceding block (as cited above), wherein the 
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transmitting step transmits the preceding block and a repeat command if the unique value of the 
first block is equal to the unique value corresponding to the preceding block (Figs. 8A and 8B, 
col. 9, lines 24-56). (It is noted that the CPU repeatedly polls the lines/ portions/ sub-regions for 
changes to transmit the changed portions as cited above). 

As per claim 5, Schauser also teach periodically reading configuration information of a 
video graphics controller to determine if the configuration information has changed (such as the 
detection processes changes (504a and 504b, Figs. 6 and 7, col. 8, line 66 through col. 9, line 
1 1); and transmitting configuration changes if the configuration information has changed (as 
cited above). 

As per claim 6, Schauser further teaches the screen is divided into a number of blocks, 
including rows and columns, based on the screen resolution (col. 7, lines 10-34), and it is 
inherent that the configuration information is read after a row of blocks is completed in order to 
process the change detection. 

As per claim 7, Schauser further teaches reading the configuration of a pointing device 
(col. 7, line 57 through col. 8, line 2). Determining configuration changes and transmitting 
configuration changes is as applied to claim 5. 

Claim 8, which is similar in scope to claim 6, is thus rejected under the same rationale. 

As per claim 9, Schauser teaches all the blocks are read over a number of passes (CPU 
repeatedly monitors all the blocks for changes), and each pass reads a different fraction of all the 
blocks (such as CPU 12 examines the lines in an order of 0, 8, 4, 12, 2, 10, . . . (col. 7, lines 10- 
34)). 
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As per claims 10 and 11, Schauser also teaches surrounding blocks are marked for 
accelerated processing if during one of the passes the unique value for a given block is different 
from a previously computed unique value corresponding to the given block (col. 6, lines 22-42). 

As per claim 25, Schauser teaches a computer system for communicating with a remote 
console (Fig. 1A), comprising: 

a video graphics controller 20 having a frame buffer 18 (Fig. IB); 

a communications device (col. 4, lines 25-27); and 

a processor coupled to the video graphics controller and the communications device, the 
processor configured to: divide the frame buffer into a number of blocks; 

periodically read the frame buffer and determine whether any of the blocks have changed 
since a previous reading; and 

transmit changed blocks to the remote console via the communications device (col. 5, 
lines 6-23). 

As per claim 26, as cited above, Schauser generating a checksum for a pixel block under 
examination. As defined in Application's specification, a hash code is a unique number 
mathematically calculated by performing a hashing algorithm 204, such as a 16-bit cyclic 
redundancy check or other algorithm resulting in a unique number (paragraphs 53 and 54). Since 
the checksum is a form of redundancy check, it can be read on the claimed "hash code". As cited 
above, Schauser teaches comparing the new checksum with the previously stored checksum to 
determine a change in the pixel block. 

Claims 30-36, which are similar in scope to claims 5-11, are thus rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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Claim 37, which is similar in scope to claim 25, is thus rejected under the same rationale. 
Claim 38, which is similar in scope to claims 25 and 26, is thus rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-4, 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schauser (U.S. Patent No. 6,331,855) in view of Yamakado et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,014,133). 

As per claims 3 and 4, as applied to claim 2 above, Schauser teach all the limitations of 
claims 3 and 4, except for compressing the contents of the first block before transmission using 
run length encoding. However, this is what Yamakato et al. teach. Yamakato et al. teach a 
method of transmitting pixel blocks that has been changed as compared to the previous screen 
(see Abstract and Figs. 4, 9), and further teach compressing the changed rectangles before 
transmission using run-length encoding (col. 13, lines 53-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to utilize the compressing 
method as taught by Yamakado et al. in combination with the method as taught by Schauser in 
order to increase efficiency during data transmission. 

As per claim 27, as applied to claim 26 above, Schauser teaches generating hash code for 
each pixel block and comparing the hash code of the first block with subsequent block to 
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determine the changes. Schauser fails to teach developing a repeat command to indicate how 
many times the previously positioned block is repeated prior to transmission. However, this is 
what Yamakato et al. teach. Yamakoto et al. teach an unchanged signal generator to generate a 
signal indicating the unchanged rectangular region is identical to the previous screen (a repeat 
command) (col. 6, lines 25-34), and transmitting the first block and the repeat command (Fig. 2, 
col. 12, line 64 through col. 13, line 5). 

Claims 28 and 29, which are similar in scope to claims 3 and 4, are thus rejected under 
the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hau H. Nguyen whose telephone number is: 571-272-7787. The 
examiner can normally be reached on MON-FRJ from 8:30-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Kee Tung can be reached on (571) 272-7794. 

The fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



H. Nguyen 



11/14/2006 




